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SUMMARY

The Commission’s focus in this proceeding must be on the consumer, and the

Commission’s goal should be to make intermodal porting as convenient and rapid as possible for

consumers. The Commission has repeatedly found that intermodal portability serves the public

interest by fostering intermodal competition, which benefits

all consumers, including those who

never choose to exercise their right to retain their number when switching between wireline and

wireless carriers. However, intermodal portability fosters

consumers can conveniently and rapidly switch between

intermodal competition only when

ireline and wireless carriers while

retaining their numbers. In-order to make intermodal porting as convenient and rapid as possible

for consumers, the Commission should identify and eliminate, or at least minimize, any obstacle

to reducing the interval between the time a consumer requests an intermodal port and completion

of the requested port.

The comments in this proceeding demonstrate that unnecessary delays and

inconveniences associated with the current intermodal porting process are frustrating consumers’

efforts to retain their numbers while switching between wireline and wireless carriers. On

average, it takes 8 to 10 calendar days from the time a consumer submits an intermodal port

request until the requested port is completed, which contrasts starkly with the less than one day

average to complete a wireless-to-wireless port request. The
approximately 25-30% of all customers cancel their intermod
porting process. By contrast, the average cancellation rate fj
4.1%.

The evidence on the record shows that there are ty

comments further demonstrate that
al port requests due to delays in the

or wireless intramodal ports is only

wo main obstacles to reducing the

interval between the time a consumer requests an intermodal port and completion of the




requested port. First, the lack of a uniform port request fo.

only one error at a time in port requests frequently delays the

and unnecessarily increases the burden that all carriers incur

As numerous parties noted, the NANC C2/A3 recommenda

rmat and the practice of identifying
processing of port requests for days

to process intermodal port requests.

on does not address this obstacle at

all, and thus implementation of the recommendation would not eliminate the unnecessary delays

and burdens associated with achieving an error-free port request. Second, once the wireline

carrier accepts the port request, up to four more business days can pass before the port request is

completed under the intervals in the current intermodal porting procedure. The NANC C2/A3

recommendation is designed to shorten these intervals so thjpt the maximum time permissible to

process an error-free port request will be up to 25% shorter, which is a significant reduction.

T-Mobile agrees with Sprint, Nextel, CTIA and
recommendation provides an appropriate starting point for

time interval for processing error-free intermodal port requg

Syniverse that the NANC C2/A3

reducing the maximum permissible

ests.  T-Mobile also agrees that the

Commission should require all carriers to use a single, streamlined port request format that

contains only the minimum amount of information nece

ssary to validate and process the

consumer’s port request. There is widespread agreement among carriers from every industry

sector that reducing the porting interval will not increase the number of inadvertent ports.

Because implementation of the NANC C2/A3 recoms
recommended by T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel, CTIA and Syniv
by making it easier for consumers to retain their number w
wireless carriers, T-Mobile respectfully requests that the Con

The comments reflect widespread agreement that all ¢

legitimate costs of implementing the NANC C2/A3 recot

ii

mendation and the modifications
erse would serve the public interest

ile switching between wireline and

nmission adopt them promptly.

arriers should be able to recover the

mmendation and the modifications




recommended by T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel, CTIA and Syniverse. T-Mobile agrees that the

Commission should enter a blanket waiver of its five-year local number portability ("LNP") cost

recovery rule so that ILECs have the opportunity to recover their legitimate LNP costs.

Because intermodal competition benefits all consymers, including those who never

exercise their right to port, the benefits of the NANC| C2/C3 recommendation and the

modifications proposed by T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel, CTIA and Syniverse will far outweigh the

associated implementation costs. In most cases, the implementation costs will be very

reasonable on a per subscriber basis. However, for those rare cases in which carriers would have

to impose an unreasonably high per subscriber charge to recover the implementation costs, T-

Mobile supports granting individual waivers — rather than a blanket exemption — of the

Commission’s rules requiring carriers to shorten the porting interval to carriers that meet the

waiver standard on a case-by-case basis.

iii




IL.

II.

Iv.

VL

CONSUMERS WILL BENEFIT SIGNIFICANTLY ]
INTERMODAL PORTING INTERVAL AND AN IN
PORTING PROCESS.......ooeeereerieecvesvesnesensassnsssessnens
A. The Commission Should Consider Whether T
Would Make Intermodal Porting Easier For C¢
Public Interest Determination ..........ccceeevveveenne.

......... e

FROM A SHORTER
MPROVED INTERMODAL
1e"1.>roposed Improvements
pnsumers When Making Its

B. The Commission Should Not Consider The Current Ratio Of Intermodal

Ports To All Ports When Making Its Public Inf
THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS WOULD
INTEREST BY REDUCING THE DELAYS AND IN
ASSOCIATED WITH INTERMODAL PORTABILI
A. The Commission Should Adopt a Single, M
In Order To Facilitate Rapid Achievement of ]
B. The Commission Should Adopt The NANC R|
Reducing The Maximum Interval for Processij
Port Requests ......ccccoeveeeenmnveerenirseeennescscnnences

) SERVE THE PUBLIC
NCONVENIENCES

Y
atory Port Request Format
Error Free Port Requests.............
ecommendation For

ng Error-Free Intermodal

....................................................

REDUCING THE INTERMODAL PORTING INTERVAL AND IMPROVING

THE PORTING PROCESS WILL NOT CAUSE MO

RE INADVERTENT

ILECS SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO RECOVER LEGITIMATE COSTS
INCURRED TO SHORTEN THE INTERMODAL PORTING INTERVAL AND
IMPROVE THE PORTING PROCESS. ...........cocsfureririenicrnnniissssssensssssssssnncassssaens

THE COMMISSION SHOULD GRANT WAIVERS

OF ANY NEW

REQUIREMENTS ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS AS APPROPRIATE....................
CONCLUSION.......cuitmmitsieiireeserenssenastsasanetsassaberesssesessssssessissecssenssssnsasessessssassas

iv

----------------------------------------------------

terest Determination ...................




Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of
Telephone Number Portability

N N s

(CC Docket No. 95-116

REPLY COMMENTS OF T-MOBILE USA, INC.

T-Mobile USA, Inc. (“T-Mobile”) submits these reply comments in the above-captioned

proceeding. As T-Mobile explained in its initial commeqts, the Commission’s focus in this

proceeding must be on the consumer, and the Commission’s

porting as convenient and rapid as possible for consumers.

goal should be to make intermodal

The Commission has repeatedly

found that intermodal portability serves the public interest by fostering intermodal competition,

which benefits all consumers, including those who never choose to exercise their right to retain

their number when switching between wireline and wireldss carriers. Intermodal portability

fosters intermodal competition only when consumers can

conveniently and rapidly switch

between wireline and wireless carriers while retaining their numbers. In order to make

intermodal porting as convenient and rapid as possible for consumers, the Commission should

identify and eliminate, or at least minimize, any obstacle to

reducing the interval between the

time a consumer requests an intermodal port and completion of the requested port. The

Commission should seek to eliminate or minimize these ob

stacles in a manner that facilitates

future improvements and creates incentives for carriers to [process consumer port requests as

efficiently as possible.




The initial comments of some parties erroneously

suggest that the wireline porting

process is the current default process for intermodal porting, The truth is that the Commission

has never adopted, and the industry has never developed, a specific porting process for

intermodal portability: when processing requests to port numbers out to other carriers, wireless

carriers follow the wireless porting process and wireline carriers follow the wireline porting

process. For years, the industry has attempted to reach consensus with respect to the proper

process for validating and processing intermodal port requests, and yet no consensus has been, or

likely soon will be, reached. Accordingly, it is important that the Commission now establish

basic rules for all carriers to follow when processing intermodal port requests. In adopting these

basic rules, the Commission should ensure that none of the flaws in current porting processes are

carried forward into the new intermodal porting process.

Wireless carriers have implemented procedures for completing consumer port requests in

a matter of hours rather than days. In developing these |procedures, wireless carriers have

addressed the root causes of delay and inconvenience in tﬂe current wireline porting process,

which wireline carriers also apply to intermodal port requests. The success of the wireless

porting process demonstrates that implementation of the NANC C2/A3 recommendation with the

modifications T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel, CTIA and Syniverse have proposed will result in an

intermodal porting process that is as convenient and rapid ps possible for consumers to foster

intermodal competition.

Because intermodal competition benefits all consumers, including those who never

exercise their right to port, the benefits of the NANC

C2/A3 recommendation and the

modifications proposed by T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel, CTIA szd Syniverse will far outweigh the

associated implementation costs. T-Mobile supports the right of all carriers, including the




ILECs, to recover these costs. In most cases, the impleme

L CONSUMERS WILL BENEFIT SIGNIFIC
INTERMODAL PORTING INTERVAL AND
PORTING PROCESS

T-Mobile agrees with CTIA, Nextel, Sprint, and S
significantly from implementation of the NANC C2/A3 rec

T-Mobile, CTIA, Nextel, Sprint, and Syniverse have propo

Y FROM A SHORTER
IMPROVED INTERMODAL

iverse that consumers will benefit
mmendation and the modifications

to make the intermodal porting

process more convenient and efficient for consumers.! Thof Commission based its decision to

require the implementation of intermodal portability upon

benefit significantly from intermodal portability.> Specif

its conclusion that consumers will

cally, the Commission found that

intermodal portability “will encourage CMRS-wireline competition, creating incentives for

carriers to reduce prices for telecommunications servi
technologies, and enhancing flexibility for users of tel¢

Commission reiterated in the Second Annual CMRS Compe

! CTIA Comments at 2, 5; Nextel Comments at 3, Sprint C

ces and to invest in innovative
;communications services.” The

tition Report that wireline-wireless

omments at 4, 8; Syniverse Comments

at 6.
2 Indeed, the Commission has “highlighted the criticle policy goals underlying the LNP

requirement, indicating that the ability of end users to
changing service providers gives customers flexibility
telecommunications services they can choose to purch
Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice o
23697, 23699, § 4 (2003) (quoting Telephone Number F
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 835
Order”)). The Commission also has found that “num
between telecommunications service providers by, amon
respond to price and service changes without changing the
Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 8368, § 30.

3 First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 8437, § 160.

retain their telephone numbers when
in the quality, price, and variety of
e.” Telephone Number Portability,
Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Rcd
ortability, First Report and Order and
2, 8368, § 30 (1996) (“First Report and
\ber portability promotes competition
g other things, allowing customers to
r telephone numbers.” First Report and




portability would be instrumental in fostering its goal

competition: “the ability to carry a telephone number from o

of achieving greater intermodal

e service provider, whether they be

wireline or wireless, to another provider is an important element in the transition of CMRS

services from a complementary telecommunications service to a competitive equivalent to

" Indeed, since ordering CMRS-wirs

wireline services.
repeatedly has emphasized that wireless-wireline portability i

competitive reasons that led [the Commission] to mandate

zline portability, the Commission
s in the public interest and that “the

wireless number portability in the

First Report and Order remain fundamentally valid: [thL Commission] sought to increase

competition both within the CMRS marketplace and with win
Based on its findings that consumers would benef]
increased intermodal competition, the Commission required

in an attempt to realize the Commission’s objective. There

eline carriers.”

t from wireless portability due to
carriers to spend millions of dollars

is no legal or factual basis for the

Commission to depart from its conclusion that implementation of wireless portability was

necessary to foster intermodal competition.
convenient and rapid as possible for consumers is fundame

goals of fostering intermodal competition.

To the contrary, making intermodal porting as

ntal to realizing the Commission’s

Today, consumers who try to retain their numbers while switching between wireline and

wireless carriers experience frustrating and unnecessary del

further steps to improve intermodal porting for consumers

Report and Analysis of Competitive Market Conditions
Services, Second Report, 12 FCC Red 11266, 11326 (1997
Report”).

Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association’s Petit,

Mobile Radio Services Number Portability Obligations,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 14 FCC Rcd 3092, 3

Forbearance™).

ays. Unless the Commission takes

then the potential benefits of the

Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, Annual

with Respect to Commercial Mobile

) (“Second Annual CMRS Competition

jon for Forbearance from Commercial

and Telephone Number Portability,
112, 9§ 40 (1999) (“CTIA Petition for




substantial investment that carriers have made to date wi
investments in portability will only achieve the Commissio
serve the public interest, if it is easy and convenient for cons
switching between wireline and wireless carriers. Accord

under the Act to ensure the public interest is served by

1 not be fully realized. Carriers’

n’s desired policy goals, and thus

umers to retain their number while

ingly, the Commission has a duty

making it as easy as possible for

consumers to take advantage of intermodal portability in light of the Commission’s past

decisions to require carriers to incur millions of dollars to im
benefits to consumers from intermodal portability.
The Commission Should Consider Whet

Would Make Intermodal Porting Easier
Public Interest Determination

A.

The record evidence in this proceeding demonstrates

in the current intermodal porting process, and that these flaw

plement wireless LNP based on the

er The Proposed Improvements

r Consumers When Making Its

both that there are significant flaws

s are frustrating consumers’ efforts

to retain their numbers while switching between wireline and wireless carriers. On average, it

takes 8 to 10 calendar days from the time a consumer subm

its an intermodal port request until

the requested port is completed, which contrasts starkly with the less than one day average to

complete a wireless-to-wireless port request. As T-Mobile]
wireline carriers reject port requests an average of five to

request as error free and processing the requested port.® Ca

explained in its initial comments,

fifteen times before accepting the

nsequently, multiple days can pass

before an ILEC even accepts and begins to process an intemrodal port request, as Sprint and T-

Mobile both have explained.”

See T-Mobile Comments at 6.

See id.; see also Sprint Comments at 6 (stating that
validation process and that it takes “an average
approximately 80 percent of the successful port requests
port requests.”).

re are substantial delays during the

o;’lTeight days for Sprint to complete

longer for the remaining successful



Despite BellSouth’s unsupported claims to the cont:ra.ry,8 the current interval between the

time a consumer requests an intermodal port and completion

of the requested port interferes with

the ability of consumers to retain their numbers while switching between wireline and wireless

carriers, which inhibits intermodal competition by artificially suppressing demand for intermodal

portability. As Sprint demonstrated in its comments, approximately 30% of customers cancel

their intermodal port requests due to delays in the porting process.” In T-Mobile’s experience,

unnecessary delays and inconveniences in the intermodal porting process cause consumers on

average to cancel approximately 25% of all intermodal port

of every four consumers who wants to retain his or her num

requests.'® In other words, one out

r when switching from a wireline

carrier to T-Mobile ultimately gives up entirely due to the delays and inconveniences associated

with intermodal porting. By contrast, the average cancellati
is only 4.1%.!!
Consumers who submit an intermodal port request

expressed their wish both (1) to receive service from the wir

n rate for wireless intramodal ports

have explicitly and unambiguously

reless carrier of their choice and (2)

to retain their number while switching from a wireline c%rrier to that wireless carrier. The

abnormally high cancellation rate for intermodal port reque;

the burdens and delays associated with the current intermod

5ts (i.e., 25-30%) demonstrates that

lal porting process are so great that

many consumers simply give up before their port requests pre completed. The comparatively

low rate of cancelled wireless-to-wireless intermodal port r¢

the higher intermodal cancellation rate is due specifically

8 See BellSouth Comments at 2.

See Sprint Comments at 6. See also CTIA Comments at 2
interval will help reduce the level of port cancellations”).

10 See Declaration of Intermodal Port Completion, Michael
Appendix A) ("Declaration").

11 1d

9

zquests (i.e., 4%) demonstrates that

to the delays and inconveniences

(stating that a “shorter intermodal port

Witkowski at § 5 (attached hereto as




inherent in the current intermodal porting process. The
unequivocally demonstrates that there is a need to shorten
improve the intermodal porting procedures in order to make i

number when switching between wireline and wireless carrie

refore, the evidence in the record
the intermodal porting interval and
t easier for consumers to retain their

IS.

The Commission has repeatedly determined in sSeveral proceedings that fostering

intermodal competition serves the public interest.!* The

+ Commission has also repeatedly

concluded that making it easier for consumers to retain their numbers when switching between

wireline and wireless carriers facilitates intermodal compe;

whether adoption of the NANC C2/A3 recommendation an

tition.”> Therefore, in determining

d the modifications proposed by T-

Mobile, Sprint, Nextel and Syniverse would serve the pubiic interest, the Commission should

examine whether obstacles in the current intermodal portabi
efforts to retain their numbers when switching between

whether the proposal would eliminate or minimize those obs

B. The Commission Should Not Consider TI

Ports To All Ports When Making Its Public

The claims by certain incumbent local exchange car
not care about intermodal portability and that consumers
improved intermodal porting procedures are unfounded.'* F
the Commission should not require carriers to incur any

intermodal porting process because “[e]xtensive consume

See, e.g., First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 8437, {1
FCC Red at 3112, § 40.

See Second Annual Competition Report, 12 FCC Red at 11

ity process are frustrating consumer
ine and wireless carriers and, if so,

cles.

he Current Ratio Of Intermodal
Interest Determination

riers (“ILECs”) that consumers do
would not benefit significantly by
or example, some ILECs argue that
r additional costs to improve the

r demand just does not exist for

60; CTIA Petition for Forbearance, 14

326.

See, e.g., BellSouth Comments at 2-4; Verizon Comments at 3.




intermodal number portability today.”"® These ILECs base their claim that there is no extensive

consumer demand on the fact that intermodal port requests currently represent only a “relatively

small fraction of all wireline ports.”'®

Contrary to the claims of the ILECs, the relatively small amount of intermodal ports does

not demonstrate that consumers do not want intermodal portability or that improvement of the

intermodal porting process would not serve the public interest. Indeed, flaws in the intermodal

porting process that discourage consumers from seeking intetmodal portability (e.g., long porting

intervals or frustratingly confusing, difficult and inconvenient porting procedures) would cause

intermodal port requests to represent only a “relatively small fraction of all wireline ports,”

particularly given the fact that consumers enjoy uninterrupte:

service during the wireline porting

interval (the beginning and ending of which is typically undetectable). In T-Mobile’s

experience, the relatively small amount of intermodal ports

ly indicates that the intermodal

porting process must be improved so that it is easier and more convenient for consumers to retain

their number when switching between wireline and wireless carriers.

In any event, intermodal portability has been available for a little over one year whereas

intramodal portability (e.g., wireline portability) has been ayailable for nearly seven years, and

thus consumers are far more familiar with the concept of intramodal portability. As such, it is

not surprising that the volume of intermodal port requests|is comparatively low in the years

immediately after its introduction. However, consumer demaL'nd for intermodal portability should

increase provided that the Commission takes the steps necessary to ensure that it is easy and

convenient for consumers to retain their number when switching between wireline and wireless

carriers. T-Mobile’s experience suggests that consumers want the right to retain their number

15 USTA Comments at 2.
16 Id




when switching between wireline and wireless carriers, and
requests will increase steadily over time provided that
convenient for consumers.

IL
INTEREST BY REDUCING THE DELA

THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS WOULD
YS AND

that the volume of intermodal port

the intermodal porting process is

SERVE THE PUBLIC
INCONVENIENCES

ASSOCIATED WITH INTERMODAL PORTABILITY

In order to make intermodal porting as convenient and rapid as possible for consumers,

the Commission should identify and eliminate, or at least mit

himize, any obstacle to reducing the

interval between the time a consumer requests an intermodal port and completion of the

requested port. The Commission should seck to eliminate
manner that facilitates future improvements and creates

consumer port requests as efficiently as possible.

The record in this proceeding demonstrates that there

reducing the amount of time between the moment a cons

or minimize these obstacles in a

incentives for carriers to process

currently are two main obstacles to

er submits a port request and the

moment that request is successfully completed. First, the :E( of a uniform port request format

and the practice of identifying only one error at a time in

port requests frequently delays the

processing of port requests for days and unnecessarily increases the burden that all carriers incur

to process intermodal port requests.”” As numerous p
recommendation does not address this obstacle at all,
recommendation would not eliminate the unnecessary de

achieving an error-free port request.'® Second, once the wirel

up to four more business days can pass before the port requesf

" See T-Mobile Comments at 6; Sprint Comments at 6-7.

arties noted, the NANC C2/A3
and thus implementation of the
ays and burdens associated with
ine carrier accepts the port request,

is completed under the intervals in

See, e.g., Nextel Comments at 4; Sprint Comments at 4-5; CTIA Comments at 2.



the current default wireline process for intermodal porting. The NANC C2/A3 recommendation
is designed to shorten these intervals so that the maximum time permissible to process an error-
free port request will be up to 25% shorter, which is a significant reduction.

As explained above, the record evidence in this proceeding paints a vivid picture of the
harmful effects that the unnecessary delays and burdens associated with intermodal porting are
currently having on intermodal competition and the ability of consumers to retain their numbers
while switching between wireline and wireless carriers. TtMobile agrees with Sprint, Nextel, 2
CTIA and Syniverse that the NANC C2/A3 recommendatioLn provides a good starting point for
reducing the maximum permissible time interval for processing error-free intermodal port
requests. T-Mobile also agrees that the Commission should require all carriers to use a single,
streamlined port request format, which contains only the¢ minimum amount of information

necessary to validate and process the consumer’s port request. Because implementation of these

recommendations would serve the public interest by making it easier for consumers to retain
their number while switching between wireline and wireless|carriers, as explained in more detail

below, T-Mobile respectfully requests that the Commission %opt the following measures:

A. The Commission Should Adopt a Single, Mandatory Port Request Format In
Order To Facilitate Rapid Achievement of Error Free Port Requests

The comments reflect widespread agreement that intermodal ports frequently take several
days to complete, and that the root cause of much of the unnecessary delay is the difficulty in
achieving an error-free port request.'” T-Mobile agrees with several parties, including CTIA,

Nextel, Sprint and Syniverse, that the vast majority of these difficulties could be eliminated by

1 See, e.g., Comments of BellSouth at 2-4; Sprint Comments at 6 (stating, “the validation process
can also lead to substantial delays in the porting process (which frustrates customers) and impose
additional and unneeded costs on old and new carriers alike...”); Nextel Comments at 4.

10




requiring carriers to implement a single streamlined port request rather than continuing to require

carriers to exchange carrier-specific “local service requests” (
Currently, each wireline carrier's unique LSR, like
contains over one hundred different data fields,' many of

context.”? Moreover, some LECs validate up to 10 differ

“LSRs” or “LSOGs”).2
the one attached at Appendix B,
which are irrelevant in the wireless

ent data fields.” By contrast, the

typical wireless port request, like the one attached at Appendix C,?* has far fewer data fields, and

most wireless carriers now validate only three of those data
Security/Tax Identification number, telephone number and -

to access the customer’s old account), which has been a key

fields (i.e., account number, Social
- if applicable — any password used

factor in the ability of the wireless

carriers to complete port requests in a matter of hours rathtr than days.* A comparison of a

wireline LSR with the typical wireless port request form i

extremely difficult to translate a consumer’s port requests il

ediately illustrates why it can be

nto an error-free LSR. The greater

the number of data fields, the greater the opportunities for errors that will cause the port to be

rejected, which leads to unnecessary delays and costs to correct the errors and resubmit the port

request, as Sprint explained in its comments.?®

The problems caused by the complexity of the use of LSRs or LSOGs are compounded

by the fact that LSRs and LSOGs are not uniform, and carrjers are free to modify them at will

without any prior notice to other carriers. As Sprint explained, larger LECs typically use

2 See, e.g, CTIA Comments at 6.
21

See Appendix B: Sample Wireline LSR.

2 See, e.g., Nextel Comments at 4 (stating, “wireless providers seeking to port wireline numbers are

often required to complete forms that require extensive
relevant in the wireless environment.”).

B See, e.g., Sprint Comments at 8.

24

See Appendix C: Sample Wireless Port Request.

3 See Nextel Comments at 4-5.

% Sprint Comments at 8.

11

information — much of which is not




industry-developed LSOGs, but there are 10 different versi

least five different LSOGs are in use today.”’ National carri

ons of LSOG and it appears that at

ers like T-Mobile, Sprint and Nextel

must therefore be capable of processing numerous different LSOG versions, which unnecessarily

increases costs and delay to the intermodal porting process.

2 Further, as T-Mobile explained in

its comments, LECs frequently implement changes in their LSOGs up to four times annually

without advance notice, which not only increases porting costs and errors, but also frustrates the

efforts of all carriers to implement automated number portability systems or use automated

systems they have already implemented.”

To further complicate matters, many wireline carriers reject LSRs that do not contain an

exact match for each and every field in the LSR, even where the port request can be validated

and processed without the superfluous information and

where the nature of the error is

immediately apparent (e.g., listing “Ave.” in an LSR rather than “Avenue”).’® As CTIA

explained, “{u]nder the current system, each carrier’s LSR
are not required for number porting. Moreover, wireline c
not include information in every field, which prevents ¢

the intercarrier porting process. So days and weeks can pas

231

the porting process.” Moreover, wireline carriers frequent|

reject an LSR even if it contains multiple errors.’? Accordil

is different, and includes fields that

iers routinely reject LSRs that do
ers from even starting the clock on
s before a port request even gets to
y identify only one error when they

hgly, many intermodal port requests

are rejected numerous times before they are accepted as error-free.

2 Sprint Comments at 9.

2 1d

B T-Mobile Comments at 5-6.
* Id.at8.

3 CTIA Comments at 6.
2 T-Mobile Comments at 6.

12
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The comments submitted in this proceeding reflect widespread recognition that the

complexity of LSRs and LSOGs are responsible for much of the unnecessary delays that

consumers experience today when they attempt to retain thei
wireline and wireless carriers.> As T-Mobile noted in its i

between five and fifteen attempts to obtain an error-free

numbers while switching between
nitial comments, it typically takes

port request>* Sprint similarly

explained that wireline carriers confirm only 50% of Sprint’s|port requests on the first attempt.®

T-Mobile strongly disagrees with BellSouth’s claim that “[i]t is much more important for

a carrier to know the business rules of the other carrier involyed in the porting transaction than it

is to use a common LSOG version.”® It would be far more

efficient and cost effective for all

carriers to use the same port request format than to require each carrier to investigate and comply

with the business rules of every other carrier in the nation, particularly when the other carriers

are free to change those requirements without notice.

The Commission has recognized that only “a minimal

amount of identifying information

is needed to validate a simple intermodal port request.>’ As Sprint noted in its comments, NANC

has similarly observed that “port confirmations and responses would be executed in a short time

frame” if the number of validation fields is reduced, and th

reducing the number of validation

fields would “simplify the port request process™ and “significantly reduce the amount of data

exchange necessary.”® NANC concluded that the benefit pf such reduction would be “fewer

errors and a significantly reduced fall out percentage th%t could reduce the process costs

s See CTIA Comments at 6; Sprint Comments at 9.
M T-Mobile Comments at 6.
3 Sprint Comments at 6.

36 BellSouth Comments at 12.
3 Intermodal Porting Order, 18 FCC Rcd 23697, 23706 n.62
. NANC Report at 15-16; Sprint Comments at 8-9.
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associated with simple intermodal port requests.”™® T-Mobile agrees. Streamlining—and

unifying—the port request format to require validation of only “a minimal amount of identifying

information™® (i.e., account number, Social Security/Tax
number and - if applicable — any password used to access

reduce (1) the time and effort necessary to process port req

Identification number, telephone

the customer’s old account) would

uests, (2) the costs associated with

processing port requests, and (3) the likelihood of porting erﬂors and ports placed in reject status.

In addition to these immediate benefits, a single, streamlined port request format would facilitate

future improvements to the intermodal porting process. The;
Nextel, CTIA and Syniverse that the Commission should ad

format.!!

refore, T-Mobile agrees with Sprint,

Opt a single, mandatory port request

The Commission should reject arguments that it meld be far too costly to implement a

single, streamlined port request format or LSR.*> Wireless carriers have already implemented a

streamlined port request format, and there is no immediately apparent reason why all carriers

could not do so on a cost-effective basis. As some parties noted in their initial comments, the

ILECs routinely implement changes to their LSOGs,* whic

h suggests that the costs associated

with implementing a uniform streamlined port request format would not be unreasonable.

Moreover, it will be far more cost effective over time for all carriers to process port requests if

every carrier is required to use one simple streamlined port request format, which should help to

offset the one-time implementation costs of a uniform stre:

» NANC Report at 16.
0 Intermodal Porting Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 23706 n.62.

lined port request format. In any

a See Sprint Comments at 6-7; Comments of CTIA — The Wireless Association at 6 (stating, “the

Commission should require the wireless industry to simp

lify the intercarrier porting process by

decreasing the number of data fields carriers need to populate and validate.”).
“ See, e.g., BellSouth Comments at 11-13; SBC Comments at 5.

3 CTIA Comments at 6.
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event, as explained below, T-Mobile supports the recovery b
a uniform streamlined port request format. Accordingly, th
carriers about the potential costs to implement a uniform strg
not prevent the Commission from adopting a uniform stream
the substantial benefits to be gained. Indeed, T-Mobile respe

of a single, mandatory port request format is as importa

y ILECs of their costs to implement
e unsupported allegations of a few
zamlined port request format should
lined port request format in light of
ctfully submits that implementation

int, or even more important, than

implementation of the NANC C2/A3 recommendations due to gravity of the problems caused by

use of disparate LSRs and LSOGs in the porting process.

The Commission Should Adopt The NAN(
The Maximum Interval for Processing Errg

B.

Although the comments reflect disagreement about w

porting interval is necessary, they reflect nearly univers

. Recommendation For Reducing
r-Free Intermodal Port Requests

hether a reduction in the intermodal

al support for the NANC C2/A3

recommendation as the best way to reduce the intermodal parting interval.* This support is not

surprising since the interests of carriers serving the majority
are either directly or indirectly represented in the NANC
recommendation on a consensus basis. Accordingly, to the
that the public interest would be served by reducing the leng]
in order to make it easier for consumers to retain their numb:

and wireless carriers, the NANC C2/A3 recommendation

r of consumers in the United States
which developed the Report and
> extent the Commission concludes
th of the intermodal porting interval
er when switching between wireline

is the best means at this time for

reducing the maximum intervals in which carriers must p#ocess error-free port requests. As

explained above, the public interest clearly would be sen

“ See SBC Comments at 3-4; BellSouth Comments at 5.
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ved by reducing the length of the




intermodal porting interval, and thus the FCC shoul

recommendation

d implement the NANC C2/A3

There is no merit to the unsupported claim that the NANC C2/A3 recommendation will

not result in a materially significant reduction in the length

of the intermodal porting interval.*®

In combination with the modifications proposed by T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel, CTIA and

Syniverse, implementation of the NANC C2/A3 recommendation would significantly reduce the

length of time from the moment a consumer submits an intermodal port request to the moment at

which that request is completed. As explained in the NANC Report, the NANC C2/A3

recommendation would reduce the maximum porting interv+ from 96 to 53 hours.* Depending

upon the timing of the port request, the NANC C2/A3 recommendation alone would shorten the

wait by two days, which represents a significant reduction.
25% improvement over the maximum interval in which ¢
requests, which will reduce the number of port cancellations
port requests.

Adoption of the NANC C2/A3 recommendati
improvement over the current porting process because it w
specific deadlines for implementing the port request. Under

“porting interval for wireline [carriers] include[s] a maximy

Even a one-day savings represents a

arriers must process error-free port

and likely lead to more intermodal

bn  also represents a substantial

puld require all carriers to abide by

the current wireline guidelines, the

m of one (1) day for the LSR/FOC

process and three (3) days for the porting process.”’ Carriérs have interpreted this provision to

mean a maximum of one day for the LSR/FOC process, b

45

is not any “evidence that consumers would materially be
96-hour intermodal porting interval.”).

See NANC Report at 4, 30.

a1 LNPAWG, Second Report on Wireless Wireline Integratig

16

ut a minimum of three days of the

See, e.g., Frontier/Citizens Comments at 1-6; see also Verizon Comments at 2 (stating that there
efit from any shortening of the current

n, § 3.3 (Feb. 5, 1999).



porting process. In other words, the three-day goal for th
requirement with no consequences for failure to meet thaj
benefit consumers, and thus serve the public interest, by ¢
completion of intermodal port requests so that carriers no 1

for a minimum of three days to complete these ports.

e porting process is an open-ended
t interval. The Commission could
stablishing a firm deadline for the

pnger claim the procedures provide

Claims that implementation of the NANC C2/A3 recommendation would impose

exorbitant costs to implement do not appear to be credible.* Indeed, NANC fully addressed the

issue of costs and estimated that the C2/A3 recommendation can be implemented for a one-time

total cost of less than $50 million, which is very low consi

dering the total customer base over

which this cost will be sprea.d.49 As CTIA noted in its commrents, when the Commission ordered

the implementation of wireless portability, the agency concl

uded that the recurring annual costs

of $50 million which Cingular estimated it would incur were not significant since they could be

spread across Cingular’s base of 30 million subscribers.>®

With respect to the NANC C2/A3

recommendation, the estimated one-time implementation cost of $50 million will be spread over

a base of customers that is many times greater than 30 million subscribers, which suggests that

the costs per subscriber will be much less than the Commissi

measures.

on has imposed with past portability

The most important aspect of the NANC C2/A3 recqmmendation is the requirement that

carriers use a mechanized interface to exchange port requests (ie., an automated way to

48

Recommendation would impose $1.4 million of one-time
recurring costs, which is claimed to represent $1,300 per i

osts and more than $450,000 in annual
termodal port request). Cf Comments

See, e.g., Comments of Frontier/Citizens at 7 (claiming th{‘t implementation of the NANC C2/A3

of the Office of Advocacy, U.S. Small Business Administration at 4 (estimating that “hardware,

software and transition costs can add up to $100,000”).
9 NANC Report at 21.
0 See CTIA Comments at 5.
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exchange port requests rather than exchanging port requests via facsimile), which T-Mobile
submits should be standardized and uniform.*' T-Mobile réspectfully submits that the use of a
single, streamlined port request format would significantly reduce the one-time costs that carriers
would incur to implement the NANC C2/A3 recommendaticin, and that these costs would not be
nearly as significant as some carriers claim. However, as ¢xplained below, T-Mobile supports
both (1) the recovery by ILECs of their costs to implement the C2/A3 recommendation and (2)
the grant of individual waivers on a case-by-case basis for c#rriers that would have to impose an
unreasonably high line-item surcharge to recover those |implementation costs. Therefore,
unproven allegations with respect to the potential costs a few carriers claim they will incur to
implement the NANC C2/A3 recommendation should not prevent the Commission from
ordering the implementation of the recommendation, particularly since NANC has concluded

that the one-time implementation costs will be relatively low|

III. REDUCING THE INTERMODAL PORTING LNTERVAL AND IMPROVING
THE PORTING PROCESS WILL NOT CAUSE MORE INADVERTENT PORTS

There is widespread agreement among carriers from every industry sector that reducing
the porting interval will not increase the number of inadventent ports.52 No party has put forth
any data demonstrating, or even suggesting, that a reduced porting interval would lead to more

inadvertent ports, instead making only general assertions th# a reduced porting interval might be

5 See NANC Report at 28.

52 BellSouth Comments at 13 (“Shortening the porting interyal as recommended by the NANC will
not significantly increase or decrease the number of inadvertent ports. In fact, there should be
little, if any, impact on inadvertent ports.”); SBC Comments at 6 (“a reduced porting interval will
merely result in quicker inadvertent ports rather than more inadvertent ports.”); Sprint Comments
at 9.
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have a negative impact on inadvertent ports.>®> To the contra
requiring fewer validation fields, in fact, may reduce the ny

end, T-Mobile agrees with Sprint’s and the NANC Report

ry, reducing the porting interval and

imber of inadvertent ports. To this

’s conclusion that “[rJeducing the

number of validation fields would ‘simplify the port request process,” which would result in

‘fewer errors and a significantly reduced fall out percentage....

»54

Data demonstrate that a reduced porting interval and fewer data fields would result in

fewer inadvertent ports. As stated above, wireless carriers ¢
interval in comparison with wireline carriers. Use of this
number of validation fields actually has resulted in fewer
experience, on average, the percentage of inadvertent wireles
percentage of intermodal ports.>® On average, approximately
inadvertent ports whereas only 0.051% of the wireless ports

neither percentage indicates a substantial problem with inad

percentage of inadvertent intermodal ports is substantially gre
the percentage of inadvertent wireless ports. This demons
interval nor a reduced amount of validation information WI&I
inadvertent ports.

Furthermore, there is no merit to SBC’s claim that the
of agency (“LOA”) prior to porting a telephone number. Th

carriers currently use to validate port requests has been n

53
numbers are correctly ported to the customer.”).

Sprint Comments at 9 (quoting NANC Report at 15-16).
See Declaration § 7.

Id

54
55

56
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urrently use a much shorter porting

shortened interval and the reduced

inadvertent ports. In T-Mobile’s

s ports is substantially less than the

1.57% of the intermodal ports were

were inadverent ports.® Although

vertent ports, it is notable that the

ater (over thirty times greater) than

rates that neither a shorter porting

1 result in an increased amount of

Commission should require a letter

e limited information that wireless

nore than sufficient to ensure that

See USTA Comments at 5 (stating that the “Commission should be most concerned with whether



inadvertent ports are not accepted and activated. As such, o further measures are necessary to

prevent inadvertent ports. Moreover, requiring wireless carriers to submit an LOA as proof of

verification for the port request would be akin to allowing

losing the customer — to verify the carrier change, giving

delay and winback the customer.

In the landline contex

rejected executing carrier attempts to verify carrier change

the porting-out carrier — the carrier
the losing carrier an opportunity to
t, the Commission repeatedly has

requests expressing concern about

anticompetitive activities of the executing carrier.”” The Commission similarly must reject any

and all wireline carrier attempts to institute additional verification steps into the porting process;

these additional steps are unnecessary and anticompetitive.

IV.

ILECS SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO RECOVER LEGITIMATE COSTS

INCURRED TO SHORTEN THE INTERMODAL PORTING INTERVAL AND
IMPROVE THE PORTING PROCESS

T-Mobile supports the comments filed in this proceeding arguing that carriers should be

able to recover the legitimate costs of implementing NANC’

the modifications recommended by T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel

E C2/A3 recommendation as well as

and Syniverse.’® As various ILECs

observed in their initial comments, the costs incurred to implement NANC’s recommendation

would constitute legitimate LNP costs for which carriers should be entitled to recover.”

Accordingly, all carriers should be entitled to recover these costs pursuant to the Act and the

Commission’s rules.

57

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Policies and Rules

Consumers’ Long Distance Carriers, Third Order on Rec
of Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Rcd 5099, 5101-02, 9 6-7(2003); see also 47 CFR. §
64.1120(a)(2) (prohibiting an executing carrier from ve
subscriber’s selection of telecommunications service received from a submitting carrier).

58

59

See BellSouth Comments at 7; USTA Comments at 7.
See Verizon Comments at 4 (stating, “carriers may recover their LNP costs, provided that such

See Implementation of the Subscriber Carrier Selection Changes Provisions of the

Concerning Unauthorized Changes of
nsideration and Second Further Notice

ing the submission of a change in a

costs would not have been incurred ‘but for’ the implementation of LNP...”).

20




Consistent with section 251(e)}(2) of the Act

the Commission requires “all

telecommunications carriers to bear in a competitively ne#tral manner the costs of providing

long-term number portability.”® The Commission’s rules
limit the ILECs’ ability to recover LNP costs. By contrast,

recover their LNP costs “in any lawful manner consiste

and orders specifically define and
non-ILEC carriers are permitted to

nt with the obligations under the

Communications Act.”®' Therefore, T-Mobile agrees with the parties who urge the Commission

to enter a blanket waiver of its five-year LNP cost recg

opportunity to recover legitimate LNP costs associated wi

interval and improving the intermodal porting process.®?

V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD GRANT
REQUIREMENTS ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASI¢

very rule so that ILECs have the

th reducing the intermodal porting

WAIVERS OF ANY NEW
AS APPROPRIATE

T-Mobile supports granting individual waivers — rather than a blanket exemption — of the

Commission’s rules requiring carriers to shorten the portirn
waiver standard on a case-by-case basis. The recommendat
the improvements recommended herein are technically

implemented LNP. As discussed above, T-Mobile supports }

including ILECs, for the legitimate costs that they incur to im

g interval to carriers that meet the
ons made in the NANC Report and
feasible for all carriers that have
full cost recovery for the all carriers,

iplement NANC’s proposed reduced

porting interval. Therefore, the only situation in which a waiver could be appropriate is where

the costs that the carrier would incur spread across its entire customer base would result in an

unreasonably high line item LNP surcharge.

% Telephone Number Portability, Third Report and Order, 13
6l Id at 11774, 9 136.

62 See, e.g., Sprint Comments at 11-14.
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The amount of the LNP surcharge is determined bo

incurs and the size of the customer base over which the ¢

by the costs an individual carrier

ier can spread those costs. Since

both of those variables are carrier-specific, T-Mobile opposes comments arguing that the

Commission should grant a blanket waiver of implementing the NANC recommendation to all

small and/or rural carriers.® Instead, the Commission must

ability to recover those costs based on the size of its cus|

evaluate each carrier’s costs and its

tomer base. In addition, T-Mobile

disagrees with NTCA’s characterization that NANC stported a blanket waiver of the

implementation of a reduced porting for rural carriers.%' T]
blanket waiver for all rural carriers. Instead, consistent

recommends herein, NANC acknowledged that reducing

he NANC Report did not endorse a
with the approach that T-Mobile

the porting interval “may cause

economic impacts on rural telephone companies” and recommended that the affected companies

“may seek a waiver from LNP and/or shorter porting ints

regulations.”®

If a carrier believes that recovery of the legitimate ca

ervals under the existing rules and

sts that it has incurred to implement

the proposed improvements would lead to an unreasonably high line item charge, then the carrier

can request an individual waiver from the Commission.
waiver standard, the carrier should demonstrate that there an

a departure from the existing rules. Not all carriers will

63 See Comments of the National Telecommunications Co

small rural companies should be exempt from implementi
Comments of Advantage Cellular Systems, Inc. at 3.

o See Comments of the National Telecommunications Co
“NTCA agrees with the NANC Report conclusions that
their customers to implement the necessary changes to de
burdensome.”).

% NANC Report at 25.

66

47 CF.R. § 1.3; see WAIT Radio v. FCC, 418 F.2d 1153,

22

Consistent with the Commission’s

e special circumstances that warrant

need a waiver of the Commission’s

Flperative Association at 5 (stating that

g NANC’s recommendation); see also

operative Association at 1, 3 (stating,
the additional cost to rural carriers and
crease the porting interval would be too

158 (D.C. Cir. 1969).




requirement that carriers implement a reduced porting interval. As demonstrated herein,

reducing the porting interval is beneficial to end user consumers, who frequently cancel port

requests that are delayed. Consumers served by small and fural carriers should be able to have

the same shortened porting interval as consumers served by
urban areas. Therefore, the Commission should not establis
of end user customers when some carriers simply will not net

The Commission only should entertain waivers of th

reduced porting interval; the Commission should not

arger carriers or consumers in more
h a blanket waiver to the detriment

ed the relief.

requirement that carriers institute a

t a waiver of the requirement that

carriers implement a uniform port request format. As discussed above, implementation of a

uniform port request format in and of itself should redy
consumers will benefit substantially from its implementat]

request format, particularly for carriers that already have im

Ice intermodal porting delays, and
on. Implementing a uniform port

plemented LNP, should not be cost

prohibitive. Furthermore, the implementation of the uniform port format will make number

portability seamless for all customers, in part because all carriers are using the same port format.

If the Commission grants individual waivers of the uniform

the benefit of having the uniform port request in the first 1

implementation of a uniform port request format.

23

port request format, then it destroys
nstance. Consumers should not be

denied the benefits of intermodal porting that inevitatjly will be achieved through the




VI. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, T-Mobile respectfully requests that the Commission grant the

relief requested herein.
Respectfully submitted
D
Thomas J. Sugrue, Vice President
Government Affairs
Anna Miller, Director
Numbering Policy

T-MOBILE USA, INC.
401 9% Street N.W. Suite 550
Washington, D.C. 20004

Counsel to [T-Mobile USA, Inc.

December 17, 2004
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Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554,
In the Matter of )
Telephone Number Portability ) C Docket No. 95-116

DECLARATION OF Intermodal Port Completion

1. My name is Michael Witkowski. Iam over 21 years of age, and I am competent

to testify to the matters set forth in this Declaration. Ihave p ersonal knowledge of the facts

stated herein, and they are true and correct.

2. My business address is 12920 SE 38% ST, Bellevue, WA 98006. Iam currently

employed by T-Mobile USA, Inc. (“T-Mobile”) as 2 Senior| Manger of Billing Operations. In

this capacity I am responsible for supporting multiple information technologies, including

Wireless Number Portability. As such, Iam familiar with the procedures for processing

intermodal and wireless ports, the intervals for accomplishing such ports, and customer

cancellations of such ports.

3. The primary purpose of my declaration is tof discuss the length of time that it takes

to complete an intermodal port, and the causes for unnecessary delay in the porting process. In

doing so, T also will address the high rate of intermodal pott request cancellations.

4. 1 have reviewed data regarding the submissjon of port requests and the length of

time that it takes for the port requests to be processed. Thereisa significant disparity between

the length of time it takes to process wireless and intermodal port request, as well as the

unnecessary burdens associated with processing intermodal port requests. In T-Mobile's

experience, on average, it takes between eight to ten days to cornplete the majority of intermodal

DCOL/KASHI230013.2




ports, with some port requests being processed in fewer than eight days and other port requests
taking greater than ten days. By comparison, it only takes on average Icss than one day to
complete a wireless-wircless port request.

5. In T-Mobile’s experience, a greater percentage bf custoraers cancel their
intermodal port requests as compared with their wire]ess-wireless port requests. Specifically, on
average, approximately 25% of customers who submit intermodal port requests cance] their

request before the port is completed. By contrast, approximately 4% of customers who submit

wireless port requests cancel their request before the port is

6. The porting process for intermodal ports is more complex than for wireless ports.
To request an intermodal port, the wireless carrier must submit a Local Service Request (“LSR”)
to the local exchange carrier. Each local exchange carrier us¢s a slightly different LSR format
and has different requirements. The typical LSR contains over one bundred fields that the
wireless carrier must complete before the wireline carrier will process the port request. By
contrast, most wireless carriers use the same wireless port request format. The typical wireless
port request form contains approximately fourteen different fields, and most carriers validate the
port request on just three fields, including telephone number, account number or social security
number, and, where appropriate, security code.

7. In my experience, a smaller percentage of wireless poris are inadvertent despite
the fact that wireless carriers validate fewer data fields, and wireless carriers resolve inadvertent
ports far more quickly than wireline carriers. On average, approximately 1.57% of the
intermodal ports were inadvertent ports. By comparison, on average approximately 0.05% of the

wireless ports were inadvertent ports.

DCO1/KASHI230013.2



This concludes my declaration. I verify under p

information in the attached letter is true and

Michael Witkowski

December 17, 2004

DCOVKASHI230013.2

enalty of perjury that the
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A Wireless Port Request (WPR)

[ Initial Request
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[ Cancel Request

O New Due Date and Time
3 Other (Remarks Required)
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